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ABSTRACT
Various aspects of faculty workload are reviewed,

with emphasis on definitions of workload and on major problems in
developing workload formulas. Attention is also given to the erosion
of parietal policies, the quality versus quantity issue, and the
effect of collective bargaining on workloads. For most instructors,
the important factors are the number of credit or contact hours
assigned per week and the number of students in each class, with
credit or contact hours having greater significance to the faculty.
Although workload formulas have been developed, they still
approximate the number of weekly contact hours. Hourly loads are
lower today than they were in the 19501s and earlier. Faculties
object strenuously to the practice of equating workload to
quantitative criteria, particularly number of contact hours,
student-faculty ratios, and average class size. Parietal regulations
are still found in many statements of college policies, and are based
on the principle that teaching is a full-time occupation. In light of
the strong tradition equating low or moderate workloada with quality,
administrators face a formidable task in their efforts to increase
the loads. Within the limits set by state laws and state
administrative regulations, faculty are participating in the initial
determination and subsequent reappraisal of workloads, as recommended
by the 1969 AAUP Statement of Faculty Workload. New teaching methods
and technologies have made it necessary to modify the faculty load
formulas. Faculty fear that the majoi, purpose of introducing the new
teaching/learning modes is to increase faculty productivity, which
will, in turn, lead to the use of fewer instructors. (DB)



:4 * Tr(..PC,140.

t, 4*
$ $ .

-
$

,the
' 't ,1

FACULTY WORK LOAD

by
John Lombardi

ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges

University of California
Los Angeles 90024

Topical Paper No 46
October 1974



The material in. this Topical Paper was prepared pursuant to a contract with the National Institute of
Education. 1,S. Depatment of Health, Education and Welfare. Contractors undenaliing such projects
under govanment sponsorship are encouraged to express freely their judgment in protessiOnal and
fecivical matters., Prior to publication. the manuscript was submitted to the Panda Association of
Community Cottages for critical review and determination of professional competence. This publication
has trait such standards. Points of view or opinions. however. do not necessarily 'represent the official
view or aping:me of either the Florida Association of ComMunity Colleges or the National Institute of
Education.

TORCAL PAPERS

1. A Developmental Research Plan for Junior College Remedial Education. Jty 1968. ED 022 478.
2. A Developmental Research Plan for Junior College Remedial Education: No. 2: Attitude Assess-

rrienV Nov 1968, ED 026 050.

3. Student Activism and the Junior College Administrator: .k.dicial Guidelines. Dec 1968. ED 026 039.
4. Students as Teachers Jan 1960. ED 026 999
5. Is Anyone Learning to Write? Feb 1969. ED 030 422.
6 is It Rec a Better Technique? Mar 1969, ED 030 410.
7 A Devek,pmentai Research Plan for Junior College Remedial Education. No. 3: Concept Forma-

tion. Aug 1969 ER 032 072
8. The Junior College in Internabonal Perspective, Jan 1970 ED 025 417
9. Identifying the Effective Instructor. Jan 1970. ED 035 416.

10. Financing Higher Education: .4 Proposal Feb 1970. ED 037 206.
11 The Person: A Conceptual Synthesis. Mar 1970, ED 037 219.
12. The Position Papers of Black Stuc'.int Activists. Sep 1970. ED 042 453,
13 Case Studies Iii Multi-Media Instruction. Oct 1970. ED 044 098.
14. The Laws Relating to Higher Education in the Fifty States. January 1965-December 1967,

001970 ED 044 097
t5. Nationwide Pilot Study on Articulation Dec 1970 ED 045 065.

16. The President's Reaction to Black Student Activism. Jan 1971. ED 046 390.
.17 The Dynamic triteraction at Student and Teacher Feb 1971. ED 046 395.
18. Directions for Research and Innovation in Junior College Reading Programs. Feb 1971.

ED 046 396.
19. Some Plukasopti cal and Practical Concepts for Broadening the Base of Higher Education in

Virgrnua Apr 19-1 ED 049 729
20 Skill Developiikint in Junior College Reading Programs May 1971. ED 048 859
:1. Conitnimity Colege Reading Center Facilities May 1971. ED 051 792.
2. Black Studrei as a Curriculum Catalyst. May 1971 ED 050 709
_3 Exemplary Practices in Junior College Reading Instruction. May 1971. ED 050 710,
4 Training Faculty for Junior College Reading Programs. May 1971 ED 050 711



25 Extending Environments! Research to the Comm/arty Car., :97" ED 053 724,
26 A Student Volunteiv Notrices Bureau. Aug 1971 EC Ii:
27 The Co#ege of the Vitae Earth Oct 1971 ED 055 58e
28. The Protessionat President. A Decade of Community Junior C4, :ge Chief Executives. Jan. 197

ED 0'38 881

29 The Financial Crisis In the Community College Feb 1972. ED 058 873.
30 The Practitionet Views Inaltutional Research Feb 1972. ED 059 718
31. After trt Open Door. An Approach to. Developmental &Moab° n, Mar 1972. ED 059 714.
32 Group Counseling r f Minority and Low-Income Women Students: A Model Program for asnitum

College Educators. Mar 1972. ED 059 715.
33 The Who, What. Why of Instructs:Y. Evaluation. Apr 1972. ED 060 839.
34. Do Students Want Individuahzed lnstruCtion, JIy 1972 ED 063 931.

33 Study and Travel Programs Abroad. Guidelines for Two-Year College Students. Jly 19r
ED 063 914

16 Personality Orientations and Vocational Choice in Community Co, 4ge Students. Dec 1971
0 00 979

a :. r, (V the Personality CharaCterisfiCs of Community CoSege Dnopouts and Perm :stet,
0;10 (..'4

38 'epartr, re it : z son Structure in the Community College. Dec 1973. ED 085 051.
39 The )N.gre! d F t..sporisibilities of the Department Division Chairman in Community CoHega

Mar 1974 ED D69 311

40 The Department Di.osion Chairman Characteristics and Role in the College May 1974
41 Three Colleges.. rhros Faculties. Jan 1974.
42 The Role of The -cedernrc Dean. Jly 1974.
43 The Do EverythinG College. August ?974

44. Wort(' Game Study n the Community College. Sep 1974.
45. Faculty in an Innovotive College. Sep 1974.
46 Faculty Workload Oct 1974

For information on obtaining copies of the above Topical Papers. contact the ERIC
Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges. U.C.L.A.



FACULTY WORKLOAD

by
John Lombardi

Faculty workload receives intermittent attention by faculty, administrators,
jovernors, legislators and economists. During the 1950's the faculty and their
'professional organizations called attention to what they considered-unreasonable
wcoidoads workloads that were derived, with modifications, from high school
practW.Ps and strived fur limits on the maximum that could be assigned. State
guidelines as welt as accrediting association standards tended to place a
maximum on teacher loads. But in the 1£60's, as costs of educate increased, as
resistance to higher taxes grew. and as college finances deteriorated, attention to
faculty workload came primarily from administrators, governors, legislators and
economists. Asserting that higher education cannot continue indefinitely as a
highly labor-kltensive enterprise, they sought and continue to seek minimum
loads for the staff. Whether or not, as they claim, the ultimate solution for restoring
the colleges' financial health depends on an increase in faculty workload, they
have claimed center stage.

Two major issues are apparent. One is quality versus quantity, the other is
change versus insolvency. Faculty and other educators contend quality will be
sacrificed if higher woridoads are imposed; the proponents for change chant.:
this contention and warn that financing education under the normal classrooir
methods will lead to collapse on a wide scale.

This essay reviews various aspects of faculty workload with emphasis on
definitions of workload and on major problems in developing workload formulas.
Attention will also be directed to the erosion of parietal policies. the quality versus
quantity issue, and the effect of collective bargaining on workloads.

Definition of Workload

In its broadest aspect "faculty load is the sum of all activities which take the
time of a college . . teacher and which are related either directly or indirectly to his
professional duties, responsibilities and interest" (Stickler, 1960, p. 80). Foremost
among these activities are classroom teaching assignments including preparation
of lessons. making and correcting examinations. advising students, selecting texts,
library books, and audiovisual materials, and revising courses. In the community
college these comprise 90 percent or more of an instructor's time. Other duties



may include membershp on college and advisory committees, attendance at
faculty and other institutional ceremonial meetings, sponsorship of a group such as
a club, forensics. band, choir. theater production. athletic team. Another feature of
faculty workload is the amount of time Other than for classroom assignments that
an instructor must spend on carpus.

Workload policies frequently incorporate provisions regarding which duty
assignments are part of the instructor's normal responsibilities and which classify
as overload assignments requiring some form of extra compensation. Those
activities such as coaching a debate or athletic team, directinga play. conducting a
bard choir or orchestra which involve fixed One demands are frequently classified
as overload, and are compensated by a reduction in regular load or by extra pay.
Adjustments in workload are often made for assignments with unusual ki em ands
such as teaching a new course, serving on a major college committee, or
preparing instructional materials_ .

For most instructors the important factors are the number of credit or contact
hours assigned per week and the number of students in each class. For those
instructors engaged in a supervisory or teaching capacity in open learning
laboratories. television, independent study, work experience and other methods of
teaching and learning. the WSCH unit of measurement is replaced or
supplemented by other measures, Weekly Student Contact Hours is a measure of
the numbers of students an instructor meets per class hour times the number of
hours per week he meets them. In practice it varies widely from as low as 200 to
as high as 1000 or more, with a normal range of 250 to 700, in some collective
bargaining agreements with maximum class size restrictions the range is much
narrower and the maximum is usually about 400. With increasing frequency a
workload that is greater than normal in terms of weekly contact hours or number of
students in class results in overload compensation for the instructor.

Credit hours are not always equal to contact or class hours. A credit hour in a
subject that requires outside preparation for the instructor or the student is equal to
one contact hour. A credit hour in a laboratory shop or performance class that
requires no outside preparation is equal to one-half to three-fourths of a contact
hour. In a few subjects. particularly English composition or writing classes, a credit
hour is worth approximately one and one-third contact hours. This difference
between credit and contact hours has led to faculty insistence that workloads be
defined in terms of contact hours rather than credit hours. In practice. workloads
rarely exceed twenty-five contact hours regardless of which unit is used.

As a measuring rod the credit or contact hour lends itself to a variety of closely
related administrative and financial uses. Originally developed to measure the
amount of student work done or time spent in high school for college preparation,
the credit hour was adopted as a unit for measuring faculty workload, allocating
funds by the legislature and determining the cost of education. In general the credit
hour unit is basic to the full time student equivalent (FTSE) unit and full time faculty
equivalent (FTE). One FTSE is usually equivalent to 24 or 30 credit hours. A full
time faculty equivalent represents 24 or 30 credit hours of teaching divided into two
or three terms. Finally, since per capita cost is measured in terms of FTSE, the
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faculty workload is an important. factor influencing the cost of education (Hicks,
1980). Under normal circumstances an increase in faculty workload has an
immediate effect in lowering unit and total costs; conversely a reduction results in
higher unit and total costs:

.

Second to contact hours 01 importance is Ms= sea as a measure of faculty
workload. As with contact hours the size of a class may be weighted according to
the subject. with the highest weight to English composition and speech among
academic subjects and nursing clinical classes among the laboratory classes. At
the other extreme are large performance classes in music and theatre arts.
appreciates classes in art and. music, orientation classes and physical education
activity classes. Laboratory classes are usually limited in size to the number of
student stations. Lecture classes exceeding fifty students are often given a higher
weight depending upon the number of students above fifty. Less frequently. a
small crass below the normal size for the subject is weighted at less than one, thus
requiring some extra assignment in terms of contact hours. non-classroom activity,
or increase in class size in the other classes.

Credit or contact hours has greater isigndicance to faculty than (US$ size.
because they are fixed time demands over which he has little control Within limits
the size of the class causes little concern since the time demands do not vary
directly to the number of students. With the other activities making up his load the
instruct6r has greater control in the time and energy he may wish to devote to
them. Consequently, there is likely to be greater attention to weekly hours
assigned than to the other variables when discussions on policy or negotiations on
mews! of contracts take place.

Workload Formulas

Attempts have been made to develop load formulas that include all of the
instructor's duties, recognizing that "the teacher rvarmally spends far less time in
the classroom than in preparation, conferences. grading of papers, and
examinations, and supervision of remedial or advanced student work" (AAUP
Bulletin, 1970. p. 30). Yet. the formulas, especially when developed from
information obtained through questionnaires completed by instructors are of
questionable value and have been characterized as amorphous, bulging and
self-justifying (Enochs, 1960). In these formulas often adding up to 58 to 84 hours
per week. Caplow points out it is impossible to distinguish what is useful to the
college and what is useful only to the individual. and what is useful to both" (1960,
p. 70). He wonders if practicing law or accounting or writing a text is engaged in to
improve teaching or to supplement income.

Although workload formulas are interesting because they attempt to create a
scientific basis for workload standards, the result, no matter what method is used,
approximates the current practice in the number of teaching hours. In the 1950's
20 weekly contact hours was the norm so formulas usually worked out around 20
with a range of 15-25. reaching 30 in a few trade classes. Today's formulas yield



a weekly class hour load between 12 and 18 hours. Thus. in a formula devised by
Professor Lloyd N Morrisett of the University of California in 1952 for Pasadena
City College. English composition had a- weighted value of 1.33: physical
education activity 0:8. Since the normal teaching load under the Morrisett formulas
was 20 hours per week. a teacher assigned composition classes, each meeting
three hours a week,..needed only five sections for a full load because
5x3x1.33=20. At the

each
extreme, a physical education instructor teaching .all.

activity classes. each meeting five hours a week, needed five sections for a full
load because 5x5x0.8=20 The actual hourly load was 15 for the English instructor
and 25 for the physical education instructor. Similar formulas were developed at
Long Beach City College (1954) and San Francisco City College (1954). Most of
the formulas had other variables but for the great majority of the faculty the results
did not deviate significantly from the number of weekly contact hours prevalent at
the time.

A simple teaching load formula has been employed by the Los. Angeles City
Community Colleges since 1950. The weekly contact hour load varies from 15 for a
program of lecture classes to 20 for laboratory classes. Instructors with a mixed
program of lecture and laboratory classes usually teach 17 or 18 hoursper week.
Rarely is a full-time classroom instructor assigned more than 20 hours, The Los
Angeles formula also contains a minimum WSCH 450. If an instructor with a
15-hour load does not meet the 450 student-hour Jard. he may be assigned
another 2- or 3-hour class. or some other equivalent L.vilege duty, usually the fatter.
Only two modifications have been made one reduced the hour load to 12 for
Englis:1 composition instructors and the other eliminated for some departments the
differential between laboratory and lecture classes. formula or policy contains
the usual provisions for maintenance of office hours for student consultation and
for the instructor's presence on campus 6 hoer:, a day, five days a week.

Status of Faculty Workload

Almost universally. nourly loads are lower today than they were in the fifties
and earlier, a phenomenon that is well docuented and that antedates the era of
collective bargaining. A Carnegie Commission study (1972) reported a decline in
median teaching loads from 17.8-18.2 hours in 1931 to 15.1 hours in 1969. In
California the average weekly hour load has gone down from 'a range of
18.2-29.6 in 1952 to 15-20 in 1972 (Contra Costa District. June 1953: Wagner,
May 1972). The mean hour loads for 1966 and 1969 in Illinois went down from 16
to 14 (Martin and Thcmblad. 1970). The Chicago Colleges and Onondaga College
and Fashion Institute of Technology in New York State have institution-wide 12 to
13 hour loads (McHugh and O'Sullivan. 1971). In many colleges instructors of
English composition also have 12 hour loads. Gradually, laboratory classes are
being equated with lecture classes on a one-to-one ratio.
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M most colleges a peramtive distribution of workloads would be similar to the
:folk:wing pattern found xi a survey of Texas cdleges for 1973-74: (Wallace and
Turman, 1974)

Credit Hours 12 15 15.5 16.5

Percent of Fatuity 2.5 80 2.5 15

occupational instructors usually work 25 contact hours.
The weekly student hour loads seem to have stabilized at the 12 to 16 hour

range. Administrative resistance to lower hour loads has been strong and up to
1974 successful. Changes ki workloads are being effected in class size, In the
traditional classroom teaching setting, the faculty have succeeded in reducing
dots size to a. range of 20 to 50 with a mode of 30 to 35. However, by tradThg
higher class size for lower weekly hours. large classes of .60 to 100 or more are
becoming aimmon. Some collective bargaining contracts and college policies
contain formulas providing a scale equating weekly hours inversely to size. Under
these formulas weekly hour loads can be reduced to one, theoretically, but rarely
go below nine.

The importance of the student contact load derives from its close relationship
with the pattern of state reimbursement which is based on the number of full time
student equivalents (FTSE) enrolled, usually for 12 or 15 credit huursper week per
year. Thus, to use a simplified example, if the average instructor's salary is
$15.000 per year and the college receives $1500 per FTE, then each instructor
must be responsible for 12.5 or 10 students respectively just to meet the expense
of his salary which accounts for 50 percent of the cost of instruction. Doubling the
number to 25 or 20 respectively will enable the college to balance the budget with
no reserve for emergencies unless the reserve is included in the 50 percent of
other costs.

INgections to Quantitative Measurement of Workload

Faculty object strenuously to the practice of equating workload to quantitative
criteria. particularly number of contact hours, student-faculty ratios, and average
class size. They do not accept the assumption of legislators and administrators
"that the costs to teachers for their services and the value to students of their
learning both alike increase in direct proportion to the number of hours spent in the
classroom" (Schellengberg. 1973. p. 163). In fact they maintain that the converse
is closer to the truth. that learning increases inversely to the number of hours spent
in the classroom and the number of students in the class. Additionally, they view the
use of credit or contact hours to measure wo-kload and faculty workload formulas
in general as devices in the hands of management." (Bunnell, 1960. p. viii) woo
presume "that students are little more than inanimate objects within a time and
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mot= study" (Read On, 1972; p. 1). To them, cost effectiveness is just another
attempt, "to reduce operating expenses at the cost of quality education"
(Brightman. 1971, p. 58).

Paradoxically. at the same, time that they raise obiections to the use of
numerical units and formulas. faculty. either because they are not able to devise a
better method or because the numerical formulas are so easy to may, insist on
incorporating them in, cOntracts. All workload studies conducted by faculty grows
and nearly every collective bargaining agreement use the contact or credit hour,
average class size. and weekly Student hours as the units of measurement In
determining faculty workload. Even with alt of its 'qualifications and caveats on
quality the 1969 AAUP Statement on Faculty Workload (AAUP Bulletin, 1970, p.
31) relies heavily on quantitative teaching hours per week as the measure of
workload.

In community colleges it would be extremely .difficult to avoid numerical,
quantitative measures in determining faculty woridoad. since the colleges' primary
mission is teaching and measuring the qua:4y of teaching has not gone beyond the
testimonial stage. Although there has been a flurry of interest during the past five
years or so on 'accountability." measurement or evaluation of the quality of
instruction and effectiveness of instructors has made little progress. Many
Legislators who passed laws recently for the improvement of instruction through
evaluation of instructors are already expressing disappointment with the results.

Ignorance of how learning takes place and faculty resistance to merit rating
are the two major obstacles to the development of qualitative measurement of
instruction and instructor workload. Accordingly. administrators and legislators
resort to measurement of the instructors' value to students and society by the
number of hours they teach and the number of students in their classes. Actually,
instructors object less to quantitative measures as such than to the amount that
admi.-.7strators and legislators consider a reasonable workload.

To get around the "danger of collision with reality." Toombs (1971) suggests a
symbolic work week of 40 or 48 hours as a faculty workload formula in which
percentages or units are assigned to various responsibilities. Such a formula may
help dissipate the public's belief that a faculty workload consists only of the 15or
20 contact classroom hours. How successful this will be is open to question. It may
have some value in changing the basic teaching load where instructors
demonstrate that some subjects are more difficult to teach or require more time for
preparation or for grading papers.

Parietal Regulations

A large number, probably the great majority. of college workload standards
contain clauses requiring an instructor to schedule three to ten hours for student
consultation and to spend live or six hours a oay on campus. five days a week.
These rules date back to the time when colleges were still closely associated with
the high school. faculty loads were in the 20 to 30 plus hour range. and instructors
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were assigned a group of students as advisees. had to sign in and out each day
and certify at the end of the week that they had net their classes, performed other
duties. and spent the required number of hours per day and days per week cm .

C.ampus. In sonvs-states the principle from which these rules are derived was (and
stiff is) included in the laws governing community colleges. Enforcement was
relatively easy prior to 1950 since an instructor's absence from class- was usually.
reported by Students and the free time between classes was not long enough to
permit extended absence from the campus.

These. parietal regulations are still found in many statements of college
policies and are based on the principle that teaching is a full-time occupation: that
the college :**owns the instructor and his life is the college's life- (Axt. 1960, p. 13).
However, the regulations are not so easily enforceable today because the lower
worldoads (rarely exceeding 20 hours per week with the great majority in the 12
to 16hour range; oermit instructors so inclined to teach in other institutions or
work in other occupations. A few carry on their activities on campus selling
kisurance, mutual funds. real estate. or packaged travel tours.

Moonlighting is not a recent development in the community colleges. Many
instructors have always supplemented their salaries by part-time teaching or by
other employment, but nearly always during the evening hours, weekends or
summer. In fact. colleges encouraged institutional moonlighting by giving day
Instructors preference to evening assignments. a practice that benefited the
institutions, the instructors and the students. The college obtained the see/ices of
experienced instructors at rates of pay as low as one-half the day rates; the
instructors had a ready source of extra pay for work that required very little extra
preparation: and evening students received almost the same quality of instruction
as day students. For the colleges the overtime pay may also have kept the faculty
from making excessive demands for higher pay.

A limited amount of moonlighting also is possible on campus where colleges
. pay instructors to substitute for instructors absent on short-term leaves of a day or

two. The classes of the absent instructor are usually apportioned among two or
three instructors. This arrangement inures to the advantage of the college. the
instructor and the students. Of course. in earlier years when faculty were not as well
organized as they are today they did this substituting without pay.

How much day-time moonlighting goes on during the regular college year is
difficult to determine. A 1969 survey reported that 25 percent of the faculty served
as paid consultants during the previous two years (Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education. 1972). One can surmise that other forms of paid activity are
common enough to cause legislatures and administrators to go to some effort to
control it. Michigan. for example. has a law that -a community or junior college may

. not pay any employee. faculty member or administrator for time spent in the
employ of. or in a contractual agreement with any other college, community
college. university, governmental agency, except elected officials. nonprofit
organizations, foundation or private firm or corporation, without specific written
permission of the board of trustees of the . . . college where the employee. faculty
member or administrator is employed** (Sec. 21 Act No. 121, Public Acts of 1971).
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Similarly. but not explicitly. in 1971 the Lansing Community College
(Mwhigan) negotiators attempted to achieve the same objective by a paragriph in
the agreement which reads:

Teaching is .a profession and this demands that faculty members
consider their position at the College as a full-time occupation: The
Association recognizes that it. too, is an advocate of this concept. If
instances occur where it becomes apparent that a faculty member is
violating the spirit and intent of this concept. either the Association or
the administration shall make the facts known to each other and shalt
jointly recommend appropriate action. If the administration and the
Association do not agree on the disposition of the matter. it is then
subject to the provisions of the Grievance Procedure. (pp. 13-14).

Following revelations that a few Chicago City Colleges instructors were employed
full time in another school a clause was included in the 1973-1975 collective
bargaining agreement that

A full-time position in the Colleges is accepted with the understanding
that the faculty member will not continue. or at a future date accept. a
concurrent full-time position or positions equal to a full-time position
with any other employer or employers while he is teaching fun-time in
the Colleges (p. 22).

Many administrators still subscribe to Axt's (1960) aphorism about the control
of the instructor and his life but there is evidence of a shift away from strict control
of an instructor's time when he is not scheduled to teach or perform some other
assigned duty. An increasing number of administrators are recognizing the
professional status of the instructor including his right to direct his energies in
whatever direction he desires on- or off-campus.

Thus, the Allegheny County (Pennsylvania) Community College contract
states that **When faculty members are not scheduled for classes or other required
college meetings they are not required to be on campus" (p. 29) while the Mercer
County (New Jersey) Community College contract provides that, "Outside
employment conducted during the individual's free time shall be entirely at the
discretion of the faculty member and shall be within the prerogative of his
professional and personal rights" (p. 37). To quote Axt again this means "show up
for these . . . 15 contact hours and this is it" (p. 13). While still not a widespread
movement, the trend is away from the strict construction of the campus attendance
rules. Some administrators probably find it difficult to justify such control on
instructors when they themselves spend a great deal of time consulting, teaching at
a university. serving on accreditation teams, and performing other off-campus
activities.
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Although not going so far as Axt or the Allegheny and Mercer College policies
many administrators ignore all but the grossest violations of the campus
attendance rules. Exceptions are most likely to be found on small campuses
usually located in rural communities and small towns and on a dwindling number of
campuses with strict constructionists.

Teaching Load and Quality of Instruction

Until recently, faculty have received support for their contention that quality
education depends on reasonable workloads from the prestigious Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education. A 1968 Carnegie Commission task force
reported that there is no way in the short run to increase productivity, i.e., "educate
more students at the same level of expenditure without lowering academic
quality:* conceding however. that the r earth "to improve educational productivity
w i t h o u t e n d a n g e r i n g quality should be a c t iv e l y p r e s s e d forward . . rJarnegie
Commission. 1968, p. 6). In another report O'Neil (1971) suggested that "if the
Observed differences in costs per credit hour do reflect quality, then the public
two-year schools would be the lowest quality type of school . . . (p. 44), although
she admits that In the education industry there are grounds for doubt" that inputs
per credit hour reflect quality differences (p. 43). This belief is also held by many
administrators who through their membership on state boards and accrediting
commissions have supported regulations and guidelines for reasonable teaching
loads.

When state systems of community colleges were being formed in the 1950's
and early 1960's legislatures and governing agencies set maximum rather than
minimum workload standards. Typical are those for the professional staff of Illinois
colleges stipulating that the normal teaching load in nonlaboratory courses shall
be no more than 16 semester or quarter hours, and "the ratio of professional staff
to students shall permit a high degree of personal interaction" (Illinois Junior
College Board. 1970, p. 28). Aided by similar arguments that quality education
goes with low teaching loads and the general belief that Junior colleges can and
should offer a more personalized atmosphere than the large universities. faculty
have had only moderate difficulty in their drive for reduced weekly teaching hours
and. to a lesser extent, for lower class size. So ingrained is this belief that even in
the midst of a financial crisis a college president pointed out with satisfaction that
the average number of weekly student contacts "is gradually being reduced to
provide for more effective instruction and to approach the district recommended
average of 450" (Horton. 1972, p. 18).

In light of the strong tradition equating low or moderate workload with quality.
administrators now face a formidable task in their efforts to increase the loads. The
absence of criteria for measuring that quality has not diminished the fervor with
which this belief is held. They must also contend with strong faculty organizations,
college senates, and affiliates of state and national organizations that are



determined to Maintain or lower the present workload standards. Indirectly the.
trend in business and industry toward the 35-hour and 25-hour workweek aids the
faculty cause.

Faculty concern in the 1950's was to persuade administrators and state
agencies to reduce workload: from the late 1960's to the present it has been to
counter efforts of administrators, governors., legislators and economists to
increase workload. This change is largely related to the financial difficulties
encountered by many colleges. From the Ruml-Morrison concept of 1959 to
legislative mandates prescribing minimum workloads to Carnegie Commission
Reports the focus has been on the more effective use of faculty ranging from minor
changes in workload to drastic reform of the teaching-learning process. Faculty,
workloads have been singled out in the economy proposals because education is
a labor-intensive Pnterprise in which labor costs comprise 70 to 80 percent of the
budget and faculty salary and other faculty expenditures account for 50 percent of
total costs of instruction. Economies in other areas are helpful but they do not
produce the high returns possible in faculty workload increases.

The Ruml-Morrison solution recommended a substantial increase in the size
of classes as the best means of reducing the high costs of instruction. Such a
change the authors insisted would also bring about an increase in Vne prevailing
salaries which they claimed were low as a result of the inefficient use of personnel.
More modest was the recommendation in the Carnegie Commission Report on
The More Effective Use of Resources 1972 that "raising the average
(student-faculty] ratio by one would, by itself. reduce costs by about 0.3 percent per
year per student or nearly one-third of the total reduction we recommended of
one percent per year" (p. 17). For two-year colleges the report suggests that
**where median level o f student-faculty ratios goes below 192 special c o n s i d e r a -
t i o n of measures to increase . . . ratios may be warranted" (p. 85). Some
economists assert that the present method of teaching must change. otherwise "if
no more students can be taught per teacher the cost of education per student must
increase in perpetuity. and the rate of increase will vary directly with the rate of
economic growth' unto the cost of education will eaual the gross national product
(Machlup. 1970. p. 95). Schultz (1971) disagrees with those who insist that a
quality intensive organization cannot be changed significantly without deteriora-
tion. He notes that "the present conventional view that the educational sector is
destined to continue as it is in the amount of time required of studentsand teachers
may be as wrong.** as a similar view of a few years ago concerning the productivity
of farmers and retail employees- (pp. 19-20).

State legislators and governors have attacked the problem of increasing work-
load by mandating minimum workloads in terms of weekly credit or contact hours
and or student credit hours. Indirectly, others have used a faculty-student ratio to
increase workloads. The former method is more direct but it leads to inflexibility
since adjustments among departments and instructors are difficult to accomplish.
The student-faculty ratio leaves a great deal of discretion to the college staffs in
adjusting faculty workloads to meet special conditions.
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In 1971 Michigan mandated a minimum load of 15 credit hours or 450 student
credit hours for a full tine faculty member (Michigan Act no. 121 Public Acts of
1971, Sec. .18) while New York. sticking to student-faculty ratio upped it to 17:1
from 15:1 and substituted "minimum" for "maximum" (State University of New .

York. Rules and Regulations Governing the Administration of Community Col-
leges fp. 121). The Maryland State Board for Community Colleges recommended
in 1973 that the states' community colleges should move to a statewide average of
20:1 student faculty ratio. Supporting its reuommendatisn the Board added: "Why
It is commonly accepted that gross increases in the ratio of students to faculty will
diminish the quality of instruction, there is little evidence to suggest that reasonable
increases 'from the current 17:1 ratio f are detrimental" (p. 96). A Massachusetts
legislative proposal that faculty spend at least 12 hours a week with students in
classrooms or laboratories encountered vigorous opposition from the state Board
of Higher Education. The Board objected that the proposal restricted an
institution's capacity to delivery individual instruction: develop flexible formats for
learning: and ignores generally accepted differentials in the effort needed to teach
at different levels (Chronicle of Higher Education, June 10. 1974, p. 1).

None of these legislative efforts is intended to change the labor- intensive
characteristic of education. They are moderate proposals. Nevertheless, faculty
opposition is still strong. fearing that acceptance would lead to more moderate
increases every time a financial crisis occurs.

Who Should Define Workload?

Accompanying the question of what is an adequate or proper teacher work-
load is a related issue: "Who should define the teacher load?" State legislatures
and governing boards that prescribe a student-faculty ratio as a standard for
instructor assignments influence workloads. Wh He such a ratio gives the institution
freedom to adjust instructor workloads depending on the method of instruction,
class size, subject matter, or other factors influencing assignments, the ratio
places a limit on the number of instructors a college may employ. A seemingly
small increase of a ratio from 17:1 to 20:1 reduces the number of instructors by
hearty 18 percent. Thus the size of the ratio can influence not only the workload
formulas but indirectly the programs a college will offer. Departments with low
student-faculty rags may be restricted and even phased out If other departments
are unable or unwilling to increase their student-faculty ratios to produce the
minimum average.

A strong plea for giving this responsibility to the teachers was made in 1952 by
Dean Willard B. Spalding of the College of Education, University of Illinois who
contended that:

The public already accepts the idea of minimum conditions for em-
ployment. The requirements of the medical profession are readily met.
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Skilled tradesmen set not only conditions of employment but limits on
production, viz., the maximum number of bricks which can be laid in a
day or the maximum width allowed in paint brushes. We have allocated
crop production quotas to farmers and specified conditions under which
soil can be tilled if they are to receive maximum rewards. Waiters in
the union can only wait on so many people at the tables. Many other
illustrations undoubtedly will come to the mind of each realer. There is
no reason to suppose that the general public would refuse to grant the
teaching profession the right to define minimum conditions for employ-
ment when it had already granted this right to so many other among its
members.

Although Spalding's ideal has not yet been accepted in the community col-
leges and has even been challenged by state legislatures for all segments of
higher education. establishing faculty workloads is no longer the exclusive pre-
rogative of administrators as it was for many years. Within the limits set by state
laws and state administrative regulations faculty are participating in the initial
determination and subsequent reappraisal of workloads as recommended by the
1969 AAUP Statement on Faculty Workload. The AAUP recommendation of full
participation is achieved most closely in colleges operating under collective bar-
gaining (AAUP Bulletin, 1970). A serious confrontation developed in Michigan
when the legislature set minimum workloads for the various segments. but this
involved primarily the universities which successfully claimed that the legislature
had no jurisdiction over a university established by the constitution. Community
colleges. however. as creatures of the legislature could not make such a claim.
Though the legislature lost in the university case it had the last word when it came
to appropriating funds. And herein lies its strongest weapon, the power of the
purse, a lesson that is not lost on faculty organizations. If a confrontation should
Develop between a faculty organization and the colleges on a workload issue the
legislature, with public support, could force a change. Faculty organizations
counter this by supporting legislative candidates who favor their cause. With
friendly legislators and aid from lobbyists of other public employee groups, the
faculty have been successful in preventing drastic changes in current workloads.

New Workloads for New Teaching Technologies

The widespread introduction of new teaching methods and technologies has
made it necessary to modify the faculty load formulas. In some cases this involves
primarily a reduction in contact hours to compensate for larger than normal class
size: in others the usual load formulas do not apply. A few illustrations will indicate
the changes that are being made.
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Under terms of the Mercer Community College (New Jersey) collective bar-
gaining contract the normal toad is 15 contact hours for theory, lecture. and class-
room instruction. 20 for laboratory, shop, studio or clinic, and 18 for a combination
of the two. However, -a normal load shalt consist of 12 hours if the instructor is
responsible tor a minimum of 600 WSCH during the 12 hours. If within nine contact
hours the instructor's WSCH reaches a minimum of 900 then his normal load is
nine contact hours. Under any circumstances each two hours of each group in-
struction of 100 or more students are considered as three hours in calculating
normal load." Compensation for overload is based on academic rank and semes-
ler contact teaching hours. Similar plans for adjusting workload formulas are in
effect in other colleges.

Instruction conducted under the various auto-tutorial, open laboratory, other
media using mechanical and electronic devices, self-instructional materials and
paraprofessionals requires instructor time primarily for planning and developing
programs and for selecting the 'hardware" (equipment. tapes, projects. receivers,
etc.) for student use. Supervision of tutors, aides. technicians, laboratory assis-
tants and other supporting personnel becomes an important duty where extensive
use is made of the new teaching technologies. Group instruction is limited usually
to small class discussions whenever an instructor determines that it would help the
students.

When these new teaching technologies are used. the number of students
enrolled is higher than in the traditional classroom situation. though lower than in
televised instruction. Also common is the scheduling of multiple classes covering
different subjects in the same laboratory or media center. Another feature is the
flexibility for students who may attend at any time, day or evening that the facility is
open. For these instructors allocation of time and the WSCH are the primary
considerations in workload. Class size has little meaning. The weekly hour toad
may be larger than the customary 12 to 15. Also. such instructors may be em-
ployed on a yearly contract rather than on an academic year calendar. Twenty-five
to thirty-five weekly hour contracts may become the norm for instructors in this
group. At South Oklahoma City Junior College which opened in 1972 instructors
signed /early contracts committing them to the auto-tutorial method of instruction
and to a production of 1200 weekly student contact hours. (Cleek. 1972)

In some situations instructor time may be reduced toa minimum involving little
more than an instructor's presence nearby for occasional consultation with student
or paraprofessional. At Orange Coast College (California) a learning laboratory
equipped for 250 students enrolled in basic arithmetic, elementary algebra or
trigonometry is supervised by a paraprofessional. Instructor time assigned is three
hours per week distributed among six instructors who have offices nearby for
ready consultation. (Fitzgerald, 1972)

Loads for television instructors deviate even more markedly from the common
workload formula. Not even the WSCH is a factor since its size in television
classes goes far beyond anything envisaged in the formulas for classroom or
auto-tonal instructional methods. Class size has little meaning. the expectation is
that many hundreds of students will enroll and other hundreds will view the pro-
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ram without enrolling Moreover, once produced. a videotaped lecture may be
repeated many times, which raises questions involving the instructor's residual
rights. Other questions arise when tapes are offered for sale to or exchanged with
other colleges.

No uniform toad formula has been developed for televised courses. In general
an instructor assigned to the production of a video tape is relieved of all classroom
duties during, the s tester or year that it may take to prepare and produce the
lectures or demonstrations. During the semester the video tape is broadcast, the
instructor may be awarded a number of contact hours for the purpose of evaluating
and recommending changes in the production.

Examples of television instructor workload at two districts illustrate the for-
mulas evolving. The television instructor workload at Chicago TV College consists
of course preparation, pre-recording or live preparation. and coordination of course
activities. For p-4taration prior to studio presentation the instructor is assigned a
full. summer term equivalent of six hours or half a semester assignment. For pre-
recording the initial studio Presentation the instructor is relieved of all regular
teaching assignments during the semester. In terms of contact hours this amounts
to 18 or three-fourths of a full year's assignment of 24 hours. Each time the course
is telecast Mo. instructor receives three flours time for coordinating course activities
of the s.pporting television i istructors. (A Fifth Report. 1974)

For live presentation of I three credit hour course during a fall semester the
instructor r eceives the summer assignment of six contact hours. three contact
hours during the preceding spring semester, the full semester assignment of 12
hours during the presentation. plus three hours as overtime assignment. This
amounts to 24 contact hours or the equivalent of a one-year assignment.

Re-telecast of telecourses requires written consent of the instructor. If the
instructor consents to a re-telecast he is given a summer session assignment
equivalent to six hours for reviewing and editing recorded series. For any subse-
quent reuse the instructor e allowed one-half or three hours of a summer term
assignment

Release for outside use to bona fide college level institutions shall have the
consent of the faculty member If within three academic years ten such uses are
made the instructor receives extra compensation equivalent to one-half summer
assignment or 3 hours.

At Coast Community Col'ege District (California) the workload assignment tt..
a television instructor is simpler. He receives two years released time for develop-
ment and recording a course with no provision for residual rights. The telecourse is
the property of the district

For most television courses additional instructors are assigned to supply sup-
porting sem ices to the !age number of students enrolled. These instructors. called
supporting instructors or facilitators. conduct scheduled on-campus class ses-
sions, maintain office hours for personal and telephone interviews. administer
midterm and final examinations. grade papers. and perform other duties relating to
the needs of students or requirements of the course.
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A supporting instructor in the Chicago system receives compensation in ac-
cordance with the amount and kind of work he performs. Faculty members in skill
subjects such as foreign language, speech, secretarial, English composition or
writing are assigned a group of students whom they meet in scheduled on-campus
class sections or whose written assignments they grade and return. For this the TV
load is equivalent to three contact class hours for each group of two classes
scheduled bar 100 minutes, each meeting consecutively on the same day for not
more than eight meetings. Eight four four Inboratory sessions. are conskiered the
equivalent of one on-campus laboratory class. Supporting instructors who are not
required to meet students at scheduled on-campus meetings or to grade and
return written work at regular intervals are paid "in accordance -with the amount of
direct sivporting instruction involved by agreement between the TV College Dean
or his delegate and tha teacher concerned- (Chicago Agreement, 1973. p. 51)
On-campus class sizes are in accordance with evening size standards, usually 39
with the exception that speech classes shall be limited to 20 and English composi-
tion to 29.

A television facilitator at Coast Community College District is allotted five
hours per week for taking care of up to 350 students assigned. For each additional
70 students he is given another hour with a maximum overload of 700 students
for a ten hour week paid for at the rate of 1 /1000 of his annual salary per hour. A
member of the faculty who does not have a full-time day load may be assigned as
a television facilitator at the rate of 350 students for three hours of class time.

As is the practice in many colleges the pay for the overload assignment is at a.
lower rate than that for an equivalent normal assignment. Assuming a yearly salary
of $15.000. the remuneration for semester overload assignment is $900 ($15,000
÷ 100 x 3 hours x 20 weeks). For a normal assignment it could be as high as $1500
a semester for an Instructor whose normal load is 15 hours per week ($15,000 x
3115 + 2 semesters): $1250 for an instructor with a normal load of 18 hours per
week. The higher hourly rate for day instructors may be justified on the grounds
that he has other duties and that his workload assignment is 25 or 30 hours per
week. Using 25 hours as the time assignment his pay would be $15.000 x 3125 ÷ 2
or S900. the same as for an overload assignment.

Since Chicago TV College is the only institution conducting a full schedule of
television courses comparisons of workloads would not be valid. Most other col-
leges produce only a few television courses. In general. the Coast Community
College District workload policy of an assignment covering a specified period is the
prevailing one in community colleges. A few colleges share with the instrictor any
returns from the bale or lease of the production.

In summing up this brief discussion of new workload formulas. several obser-
vations are in order. Except in minor instances not much change in the labor-
intensive characteristic of teaching has taken place. Probably. greater faculty pro-
ductivity is accomplished through an increase in class size in the traditional class-
room pattern than in the use of new forms of teaching-learning methods.
Nevertheless. the potential of the new forms for changing the labor-intensive
characteristics and workload patterns remains as illustrated in the examples cited.
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Television instruction continues to arouse interest as an avenue for increased
faculty productivity. However, it the expectations are to be fulfilled the Coast
Community College Distnct policy of paying the telecast .instructor a fixed sum for
prcxfucing the telecast without residual rights has the greater likelihood of success
than the Chicaeo TV College policy Under the Chicago TV College pattern. unit
cost of $40 to S50 per credit hour approximates the unit cost for conventional
instruction. Whether or not Coast Community College District can continue owning
the telecasts and using them over and over without residual payments to the
telecast instructor is open to question. The Chicago TV College pattern is more in
accord with commercial television practices regarding the production and residual
rights of the actors (instructors) than the Coast District. If a collective bargaining
law is enacted in California the Coast College District may be forced to modify Its
practice to conform to that developed at Chicago IV College.

Faculty fear that the major purpose of the introduction of new teaching-
learning modes Is to increase faculty productivity, which in turn will lead to fewer
instructors In its extreme form the new modes transform instructors to managers
of paraprofessionals. student axles. technicians and equipment. Their resistance
to the new technologies has been largely responsible for the inability of colleges to
increase productivity. As enrollments stabilize or decline resistance gets stiffer,
The spread of collective bargaining is partly attributable to the faculty's perceived
need to protect themselves against the demands of legislators. administrators and
the public for increased workloads that endanger their jobs.

Of greater importance than workloads of television instructors is the quality of
instruction. At the end of the first three years of experimental operation at Chicago
TV College, the basic conclusion reached was:

When evaluated by the techniques of measurement and analysis
used in the experiment. television instruction is a thoroughly effective
means of extending opportunities to at-home students in all the sub-
ject areas explored in the experiment.

More specifically the experimenters discovered "that apparently television is
sometimes superior to. sometimes equal to. and sometimes inferior to conven-
tional instruction (sometimes superior for the at-home group and sometimes in-
ferior for the in-class group).- (A Fifth Report. 1974, p. 34), In other words there is
no significant difference.

Summary and Conclusion

During the pre-World War II period teacher load policy was developed by
administrators with little faculty participation. Since the colleges were governed by
the same boards that governed the high schools it is not.surprising that the junior
college instructor's load in academic subjects was only slightly lower than that of
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the high school teacher. In the technical. industrial, trade and physical education
areas the teaching load closely approximated the 25 to 30 hour weekly load of high
school teachers.

After World War li the situation changed slowly at first but more rapidly as the
colleges began to separate from the public school system. as more became mem-
bers of the regional accrediting associatims of higher education, and as enroll-
ments soared. Faculty members through their local and state associations exer-
cised a great deal of influence on workloads. The trend was and continues to be in
the direction of loads comparable to those in the four-year colleges.

Faculty workloads now are at their lowest level in the history of the community
college. Not only have the weekly contact hours been reduced from an average
range of 20 to 25 to 12 to 16. but the number of extra duties formerly required have
been reduced or where performed are reimbursed thrt.,..igh a reduction in contact
hours or extra pay. Class size does not show the same reduction. since class size
has a direct relationship to college enrollment. In addition, class size is often
increased in return for a reduction in weekly contact hours. In small colleges. as
the great majority were until the 1940's the average class size was low; as the
Colleges grew the class size increased. By 1953 the median for 23 California junior
colleges was 21.9 with a range of the average class size of 13.6 to 29.7. The
WSCH median was 429 with a range of the average WSCH of 301 to 549. Today.
the median for class size and WSCH does not differ significantly from this except in
colleges experimenting with large class instruction, an indication of the greater
flexibility of class size than of contact hours. (Contra Costa Junior College District,
1953)

Workloads for instructors teaching in auto-tutorial laboratories, television.
large forum-type classes have not yet been standardized. Colleges in which the
new technologies of teaching have been introduced are experimenting with vari-
ous patterns. usually modifications of the workloads common for instructors teach-
ing in conventional classrooms. if adopted widely instructorswill become television
actors, managers of paraprofessionals and technicians and/or producers of course
units and selectors of equipment.

Some colleges have increased productivity through these new technologies
but the great majority have not. The new teching technologies have not produced
the reduced costs many administrators had expected. Capital costs, excessive
released time for instructors, low enrollment, large expenses for development or
purchase of instructional programs and materials and for technicians overcome
whatever savings may be made in lower teacher costs.

Probably. greater savings are being made by colleges that convince instruc-
tors to add a few students to each class than by colleges using the new tech-
nologies. However. the potential for converting education from a labor-intensive to
a capital-intensive enterprise is great as is evident at Orange Coast (California)
College.

The majcr influence on workload today and for the next five years. will be the
relative bargaining strength of the employee and employer negotiators. What hap-
pens in colleges with collective bargaining agreements also influences workload
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standards in colleges without such .agreements. Appeals that financial swArive
depends upon some modest improvement in productivity do not impress faculty
unless 'me crisis is immediate and likely to result in a reduction in force.

Much discussion on workload relates to its effect on quality of instruction. Hard
data proving or disproving any relationship does not exist. Up to now consensus
seems to be that class size has little influence on student learning: although there
may be some effect on instructor fatigue and student preference and satisfaction.
The number of weekly contact hours under today's workload formulas seems to
have even less bearing on the issue. The spread of moonlighting made possible by
lighter hour loads raises questions regarding the argument that lower hourly work-,
loads are needed to enable instructors to do a better job of teaching.

The same uncertainty prevails over the superiority of one method or mode of
teaching over another. The results of the Chicago TV College experiment can be
used by either side that television instruction is just as good as conventional
class instruction or that it is no better. Similar remarks can be made of the other
mode-, of instruction The reason now given for adopting the new modes is that
learning wilt be 0 effective if students (arid instructors) can choose the mode
that suits '!.em t. t rather than to the superiority of one mode or another. In the
background is the hope or the fear that the new modes will increase faculty produc-
tivity and educe costs because fewer teachers will be needed.

Wherever titey can. faculty press for a written policy on workload because of
their prior experience with unwritten policies which gave administrative freedom to
Upwardly adivit teacher loads whenever confronted with unusually heavy enroll-
ment or tight budgets. Faculty also insist upon penalty clauses which provkle
added compensation for hours or students in excess of the maximum stipulated in
the written policy.

All collective bargaioing agreements contain clauses on workload, most often
in detail but occasionally by a statement that the workload will be in conformity with
accepted college policy in the faculty manual or other official document. Faculty
preference is for specific workload statements but sometimes employee represen-
tatives compromise on this issue because they do not consider it serious enough
for holding tip the contract. On their part employer representatives resist detailed
workload statements to avoid demands for seemingly minor workload concessions
that may lead to further demands in future negotiations.

If one may hazard a prediction in the normal classroom pattern of teaching it is
unlikely that workloads MI increase much above 15 weeky contact hours or that
they wily decrease below the twelve weekly contact hour base achieved
institution-wide lay the faculties of the Chicago City Colleges and several colleges
in New York State and by a large number of English composition instructors in
other colleges.

Class size will continue to fluctuate widely Whereas the weekly hour load is
usually specified in a contract or policy. the class., size may be left for determination
by the dean of instruction with provisions for faculty discussion and modification as
at Moraine Valley College (Illinois) or limited by existing practice as at Henry Ford
(Michigan) The average seems to hover around 35 students with a range of 25 to
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Where large class sizes are accepted the hour load of instructors teaching
;udt classes may be as low as nine and in a few instances. six.

It is also apparent that a large number of colleges are giving up the require-
rient that instructors spend a specified number of hours on campus whether or not
ley have scheduled classes. Less frequently colleges are relaxing rules limiting

instructors freedom to engage in paid activity during the school week. even-
rigs. and/or weekends. Even where such parietal rules are still retained adminis-
rotors may ignore violations. except in flagrantcases involving a conflict with class
asignments or violation of a state law.

Finally, it is unlikely that the labor-intensive characteristic of education will
*tango significantly during the next five years. unless a repetition of the Great
3epression. should occur.
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